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QUESTION PRINTED FOR REVIEW : 

Appeal from Judgment, Decision and Order of Judge Curtin, 
issued in United States District Court, For Western District of 
New York, May 6, 1974 and August 5* 197**-. 

Request United States Court of Appeals, to reverse Judge 
Curtins decision staying proceedings and dismissing plaintiff's 
Motion for Summary Judgment, and Judge Curtin's decision not 
not to appoint a Three-Judge-Court to hear the issues in 
this case. Plaintiff request that United States Court of 
Appeals, for the Second Circuit, to review the issues in this 
and Grant Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment. One of 
She main issues raised in this suit is the Right to Vote in 
an organization holding a Tax Exemption Status, from United 
States Government and The State of New York, for election of 
Directors, Trustees, and Officers. 

Plaintiff further request thf Court 4xb revoke the Tax 
Exemption Status held by these foundation, for practicing 
Racial Discrimination, and discrimination because of wealth 
or lacking wealth being discriminated against for. 


STATEMENT OF THF CASE 

That a similar case was file in United States District Court, 
for the Western District of* New York, on December 27, 1971* 

and on March 7, 1973, Judge Curtin, dismissed the lawsuit 

stating there was No State Action, an Appeal was made to 
United States Court of Appeals for Second Circuit, and it 

was argued October 20, 1973, and Decision was rendered 

December 4, 1973, and Revised Decision rendered April 5, 

1974. The Court of Appeals " Affirmed in Part, Reversed 
in Par. and Remanded." The Court held that. 

"TAX-EXEMPTION OF FRIVATE CHARITABLE FOUNDATION CHARGED 
WITH DISCRIMINATORY DENIAL OF GRANT MAY CONFER 'STATE 
ACTION' STATUS SUFFICIENT TO INVOKE EQUAL PROTECTION 
CLAUSE OF FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT AND DUE PROCESS CLAUSE 
OF FIFTH AMENDMENT TO UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION." 
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That this lawsuit came about after Plaintiff submitted request 
for funds. One of the letters submitted, Pee Exhibit U 1, to 
each of the 12 Defendant Tax Exempt Foundations, asking for 
employment as a Director or Trustee, scholarships for my 
children, and funds to invest in a number of minority 
business, that each of the Defendant foundations refused to 
answer my letter because I was Black, or rejected my 
request by phone after Plaintiff, made a follow up contact, 
or refused to answer because I was Black and it was not 
their policy to help Blahks. 

THE STATLER FOUNDATION : 

Petitioner submitted a le ter to Judge Regan, asking to be 
appointed Trustee of this foundation, and was discriminated 
against by Judge Regan, because I was Black, and it was not 
the policy of .Judge Regan, since he has been a Judge to 
appoint a Black man to any position, and further 
discriminated against petitioner, because Petitioner was not 
wealthy or high middle class or a former Chairman of the 
Democratic Party, who has a brother who directs the affairs 
of the Republican Party behind the scene. Petitioner also 
submitted a request directly to the foundation, for 
scholarships Oar my children and funds for minority business. 
Petitioner was rejected or ignored because of his race. 

That in and by an indenture made the 2nd of March, 193 ! * 
between the Executors of the Last Will and Testament of 
Ellsworth M. Statler, 

’THE TRUST HEREBY CREATED SHALL BE DEEMED A. CHARITABLE 
.RUST UNDER T'lE LAV’S OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK AND SHALL 
H" GOVERNED IN ALL RESPECTS BY THE LAWS OE THE STATE 
OF YEW YORK ." 

"ELLSWORTH M. STATLER INDENTURE NAMED AS TRUSTEE OE 
THE TRUST OR FOUNDATION HIS WIFE, THE PRESIDENT, 

t:ie first, and second vice president, the 

■'ECRETARY AND THE TREASURE ALL WHOM HELD THE SAME 
POSITIONS OF THE HOTEL STATLER CO, INC., TO BE AL30 
HOLDING SAME POSITION OF THE TRUST FUND OR FOUNDATION". 

The indenture provides for ^resident, The First, and Second 
Vic® Teesident, the Secretary and the Treasure. A total of 
5 Trustees. The present Trustees will only allow (3) 
Trustees, who are appointed by The Surrogate Court, vho is 
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judge Regan, for life time appointments at $30,000 per 
year salaries. The indenture does net state Trustees are 
to be appointed for life, however the indenture clearly 
states that the trust would be governed in all respect 
by the laws of the State of New York. 


The Trustees applied for and received a Tax Exemption Status 
from the Federal Government and The State of New York, 
therefore, with a Tax Exemption Status, is "STATE ACTION 
and provisions of the 5 and Ll+ Amend, of U. S. Constitution 
must b« obeyed. The appointment of Trustees for life 
time appointment is illegal, for it would be violating 
Constitutional requirements of conducting election as 
required by the 15 Amendment to U. S. Constitution. 

The Indenture requires that same officers of the Hotel 
Statler Co, Inc., would be the same officers of the Trust 
or foundation. There is no more Hotel statler Co, Inc. 
Therefore the authority for administration of this Trust 
rest with the Supreme Court, to appoint Trustees, when 
needed to be and not with the Surrogate Court. All of the 
present Trustees are illegal appointed. See: Hines vs. 
D'artois 42 L.V. 20 5 6 (7A/74). Last Will & Testament 

of Frank Idem, 256 App Div 124 (1939), 

"If Trustee of a Trust is not named in trust 
instrument the Trust vests in the Supreme 
Court to administer." 

See Kingsbury vs. Brandegee 100 N. Y. S. 353 (I906) 


" There the trustee is not indicate with 

sufficient certainty or correctness the ^ 
Supreme Court has power to name a trustee. 

Application of Botjer 202 N.Y.S. 2d 323 (^0), 

"Where foundation was incorporated for charitable 
purposes. Supreme Court had jurisdiction, under 
-’quitable powers, to fill vacancies, break 
stalemates and inject itself where there was 
threat to prevent the accomplishment of objective 


That the Statler Foundation from 193^ to 1971, is 37 years, 
in this period this foundation has given for charitable 
purposes $521,242 to over $ 600,000 per year to 23 to 40 
Grants. In this 37 year period according to an affidavit 
filed in U. S. District Court for the Western New York 

in Action Civil 1971-592, made by Peter J. Crotty, who 
stated he was the Chairman of the Trustees of the Statler 


> 
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Foundation, he list 9 names of persons who were Black 

were granted scholarships in this 37 year period, this is 
not one grant per year to a Black, this is admitted 
Racial Discrimination by officer of this Tax Exempt 
foundation. See Educational Equality League v. Tate 
k?2 F.2d 612 (1973), 

"Under Fourteenth Amendment, all persons colored or white, 
stand equal before laws of States, and Amendment contains 
necessary implications of positive immunity, or right most 
valuable *o colored race of exemption from legal 
discrimination 42 U.S.C.#1983; U.S.C.Const. Amend 14." 

(6) Affirmations of good faith in making individual 
selections are insufficient to dispel prima facie case 
of systematic exclusion of Negroes. 42 U.S.C.A. 1983* 

That the Statler Foundation, has had Tax Exemption for over 
37 years and in this period of time they have never invested 
any of their assets in Black business. TheYmade it their 
legal responsibility to discriminate against Black, that is 
the reason they rejected to invest in minority business 
proposed by Plaintiff, The Statler Indenture provides as 
follows: 

'*THE TRUSTEES ACCEPT THE SHARES OF SAID STOCK SO ASSIGNED 
TRANSFERRED AND SET OVER TO THEM BY THE EXECUTORS, AND AGREE 
TO HOLD THE SAME, TOGETHER WITH ANY OTHER PROPERTY OR 
SECURITIES WHICH MAY HEREAFTER BE TURNFD OVER AND DELIVERED 
TO THEM UNDER THE TERMS OF THIS INDENTURE, IN TRUST 
NEVERTHELESS, FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS INDENTURE, AND TO 
INVEST AND FROM TIME TO TIME REINVEST THE SAME AND COLLECT 
THE DIVIDENDS, INTREST, INCOME AND PROFITS, ARISING THERE¬ 
FROM AND AFTER DEDUCTING THEIR REASONABLE EXPENSES AND 
LAWFUL COMMISSIONS,." 

That all of the present Trustees are illegally appointed 
and must be removed, ojid to revoke this foundation Tax 
Exemption Status, for racial discrimination. 

CAMERON BAIRD FOUNDATION : 

Copy© of Exhibit 1, was mailed to this foundation, received 
no written reply, I telephoned this foundation, they 
informed me they handle the foundation business next door, 
however I war; told they had received my letter, however 
their foundation did not give grants and make invefetmeitts 
in my area, meaning in the Black community and to Blacks. 
Plaintiff was rejected for Director, because he was Black, 
and not wealthy or upper middle class white. See Griffin vs. 
Illinois 351 U.S 12 (1955), Douglas vs. California 372 U.S .353 
( 1963 ), Williams vs. Illinois 399 U.S 235 (1970), Boddie v. 
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Connecticut 401 u.S 371 (1971), Shapiro vs. Thompson 
39*+ U.3.6l8 ( 1969 ), Turner vs. Fouche 39^ y.S. 346 (1970). 

Jane D. Baird, swore to an affidavit and filed same in U. 5. 
District Court for Western New York, in the case Civil 1971- 
592, stated she was a Trustee, on February 21, 1972, and 

futther stated that all of the Trustee were children of ray 
late husband Cameron Baird, in whose name and memory the 
foundation was created, and me. 

Family Trustees of a Tax Exempt Trust is prohibited by 
section 3078.03 (5) c (a) or (b) (Family) of I. R. C. i 
includes brother, sister, and lineal decendants. 

Jane D. 3aird, affidavit being continued paragraph "4" 

"I am aware that plaintiff did send several communications 
to the Foundation, in the name of his private foundation 
but I have no recollection of the specific content of any 

of such communi cat ions.no response was made to 

plaintiff's communications. " 

See Slate v. McFetridge 42 L.W. 2156 (8/30/73), 

"Failure of administrative officials to respond to request 
for use of public park for political rally until 16 days 
had passed and person requesting use had made second 
request violated due process." 'By allowing the officials 
well, over two weeks to sit on his hands. We hold that 
Chicago Park District officials are liable as matter 
of law in damages for tne delay." 

Jane D. Baird Affidavit paragraph (5) she denies her paragraph 

4. 

"I have no recollection of nor is there any record that 
plaintiff in this action ever applied to the foundation 
for scholarships for his children during the years I 969 
through 1971 , nor that he applied to the foundation to 
be a director of the foundation at any time." 

Jane D. Baird, list numbrous donations to hospitals. See 
Western Kentucky Welfare Rights Organization v. Shultz 
42 L. W. 2361 (12/20/73 

Internal Revenue Service Rev. Rul -691 69-545, allowing 
Private nonprofit hospital to qualify as charitable in¬ 
stitutions before requiring them to provide service free 
or at reduce rates to indigent3, represents sweeping 
policy change that is inconsistent with Congressional 
intent and is therefore, invalid." 

See Huey v. Barloga 277 F. Supp 864 (25). 
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THE BAIRD FOUNDATION ; THIS APPEAL IS HOT DIRECTED AGAINST 

THIS FOUNDATION, SOME ERROR OCCURED, AND THERE IS NO RECORD 
THEY WERE SERVED A SUMMON & COMPLAINT. 

THE BUEEALO FOUNDATION : 

Plaintiff submitted Exhibit # 1 to this foundation, and was 
rejected because of my race and because I was not wealthy, 
or Middle Class Professional all of course still must be white. 
Its this foundation policy not to have Black Directors or 

Trustees or Black employees, never in the foundations histoyy 
has a Black been connected with this foundation. See: 

Shapiro v. Thompson 39^ U.S 618,633 (1969), Turner v. touche 
396 U.S 346, 362,364 (1970, Educational Equa^'ty League vs. 

Tate U 72 F. 2d 612 ( 3 ). 

Charles E. Stewart submitted an affidavit Sworn to January 
26, 1972, stated he was the Director of the foundation and 

Secretary of its Governing Committee, and further stated that 

its Governing committee Trusees appoints three members, which 
is illegal, these Trustees should be elected as required by 
15th Amend. U. S. Constitution, the affidavit further stated 
United States District Judge for the Western District of New York 
appoints one Trustee, Mayor of the City Buffalo, appoints one, 
Senior Justice of the Supreme Court Trial Term, appoints one. 

The Surrogate of Erie County, appoints one. The Courts and the 
City always appoints a White man, and the foundation does not 
elect the other dlpeet Trustee (3), as required by the 1965 

Voting Rights 'Act. This foundation give one or two Blacks per 
year a token grant. This foundation discriminated against 
Petitioner for Petitioner is Black. The Buffalo Foundation, 
appoints the three Trustees, in-lieu of election which is 
required by law, and 42 U.S.C 1973, has not been complied with. 
Se® Huey vs. Barloga 277 E. Supp 364 (?5), Clark v. Bethlehem 
Steel Corp 312 F. Supp 977 

WILLIAM J. CONNERS FOUNDATION: 

Plaintiff submitted attached Exhibit 4 1, to this foundation, 
this foundation rejected Plaintiff, because of his races being 
Black, being not wealthy or middle class witn good profession, 
plus its not the policy of this foundation to treat Blacks on 
Equal basis as whites. SEE: Gonzales v. Fairfax Brewester, Inc. 
42 L. W. 2077 ( 7/27/73) 42 U.S.C 1981 , Shapiro vs. Thompson 



39^ U.S. 618,633 ( 1969 ), Turner v. Fouche 396 U.S 396 (1970), 
Educational Equality League vs. Tate U 72 F 2d 612. See Bittker 
and Kaufman, Taxes and Civil Rights: Constitutionalizing, the 
Internal Revenue Code, 82 Yale L. J. 51,87 (I 972 ). 

The same officers of The William J. Conners Foundation, are the 
same officers of the Buffalo Courier Express also. See, 

3077 and 1.593 (9) if the Internal Revenue Code. This prohibited 
having disqualified persons as directors of foundations. 

The Directors of the William J. Conners Foundations, has lorur 
history of practicing racial discrimination, the same officers 
of the Buffalo Courier Express. This newspaper, would never 
carry a picture of a Black person being married, would never 
refer^fa' Black person as Mr or Mrs, and would not hire Blacks 
as reporters. I filed Discrimination Charges against the Buffalo 
Courier Express Newspaper in 1969 , with the New York State 
Commission of Human Rights. Then they commence to change their 
policy. The same Directors of the William J. Conners Foundation 
were the same persons over a Radio Station WE3R. Theyowned this 
station over U 5 years, they hired their first 3 lack employee 
their 95th year, he worked half a day *-weel « once per week, 
they would not have any Black oriented programs. I filed charge 
against the same persons with F. C. C., charging racial 
discrimination. They hurried up and sold the station 

before F. C. C., started their investigation. This foundation 
hail a Tax Exemption for 95 years and on their 95 th year they save 
a grant to a Black organization, this was their first grant 
to a black In history and its was their last. Howard W. 

Clother, sworn to an affidavit January 18, 1972 and filed the 
affidavit is. U. B. District Court for Western New York in Civil 
Action 1971-592, stating he was the Treasure of the foundation, 
he list the organisations that receive grants, which reflect 
only or.e Black, and their previous Annual Report also verifies 
the fact that Blacks have been discriminate against, for its 
their policy to discriminate against Blacks, that is why . 
P“ti-Mcr.°r was discriminated against. However their report 
indicate a nun..or of hospitals received grants, which is an 
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Bee; Welfare Rights Organization v. gchult; 42 L.V. 02^1. 
Turner v. Fouche 39$ U.S 346 (1973) 

Educational Equality League vs. Tate 472 f. 2d 512 (1973) 

Jones v. Mayer Co 392 U.S. 409, 410 (1962) 

Huey v. Barloga 277 F'. Cupp 364, Harper v. Virginia 3d of 
Elections 3^3 U.S 663,669 ( 1966 ), Shapiro vs. Thompson 
39 1 * U.S 6l°,633 (^-969), Bittker and Kaufman, Taxes and 
Civil Rights; Constitutionalizing, the Internal Revenue Code 
> Vale L. J. 51,^7 (1972). Gonzales v. Fairfax Brewester, 
Inc. 4p l. W. 2077 ( 7/27/73). The officers enter into 
a conspiracy to deprive Plaintiff his Civil Rights . The 

pfficers refused to answer my letters. See Slate v.s 
McFetridge 4? L.V. 21 56 (9/30/73). 

JAMES H. CUMMINGS FOUNDATION. INC : 

That petitioner submitted Exhibit No. § 1, to this foundation 
plus many other letters. Petitioner met the , Executive 
Director of this foundation number of times in front of the 

M. &- T. Bank, and conversed with him, regarding my letters 
that I had submitted. He acknowledge receiving the request 
on one occasion, after he had Just return°d from a trip to 
England or trance, and on another occasion, I met him, he 
had Just returned from Philadelphia or Pittsburg, each time 
I talked with him, he complained because I was Black and had 
an office on Main Street, F. Taylor Root, submitted an 
affidavit and filed it with U. S. District Court fo Western 
New York, he list organizations he claim were 3lack that 
had been givengrants. however checking each organization 
and cheeking their Annual Report filed, with Internal Revenue 
Service, established that in 12 year period this foundation 
may have given to total of 7 Black organizations. This 
foundation has denied plaintiff the right to vote and nominate 
persons for office, for its their policy only to allow wealthy 
or White professional people the right to vote and hold office 
in their foundation. This foundation rejected my request 

for financial help and employment because I am Black. 

SEE: Shapiro vs. Thompson 39^ U.S 619,633* (19^9), Turner vs. 
Fouche 396 U.S 3^6,362,364 ( 1970 ^, Educational Equality 
League vs. Tati 472 F2d 612 (3) " Under Fourteenth 
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Amendment, all persons, colored or white stand equal before 
laws of states and amendment contains necessary implication 
of positive immunity, or rights most valuable to colored race, 
of exemption from legal discrimination, 42 U.S.C.A 19^3; 

Const. Amend 14. 

See Turner vs. Fouche 396 U.S 346 (1970) Educational 
Equality League vs. Tate 472 F. 2d 612 (1973). Huey vs. 

Barloga 277 F. Supp 864 

HARPY DENT FAMILY FOUNDATION : 

Plaintiff submitted Exhibit § 1, to this foundation, and 

Plaintiff was rejected for employment in the way as a Director 
or Trustee and for scholarship for my children and funds for 
minority business, because I being Black and also because 
I being poor. It has been this foundations policy to 
discriminate against Blacks, not to employ them or have 
them as directors or trustees, and never allow Blacks 
to vote in their elections. You must be a member of the 
wealthy Dent family or a Banker or white professional 
making big money to be a director of this foundation. 

Their Annual Report indicates they give much of their funds 
to hospital . SEE: 

Eastern Kentucky Welfare Rights Organization v. Shults 42 L.W 
2361 (12/30/73), Turner v. Fouche 396 U.S. 3^6 (1970), 

Shapiro vs. Thompson 394 U.S 618 ( 1969 )* Educational 
Equality League vs. Tate 472 F. 2d 612, "Under Fourteenth 
Amendment all persons, colored or white stand equal before 
laws of State and Amendment contains necessary implication 
of positive immunity or right most valuable to colored race, 
of exemption from legal discrimination 42 USA 1983." 

This foundation has history of discriminating against Blacks, 
when this foundation discriminated against Petitioner, it was 
the general policy of the foundation, not to treat Blacks 
on equal basis as whites, not to have Black directors or 
trustees or to Invest any of their assets in Black businesses 
and not to conduct an election whereby Petitioner could 

nominate and vote for candidates. See: McGlotten vs. 

Connally 338 F. Supp 448 (1972), Falkenstein v. Dept, 
of Revenue 350 F. Supp 887 , Appeal dismissed 409 U.S 1099 (1973) 
Green v. Kennedy 30y F. Supp 1127 (1970), Norwood v. Harrison 
37 L.Ed 2d 723 (1973), Bob Jones University vs. Connally 
341 F. Supp 277 (1971) rev id on other grounds 472 F2d 903. 

This foundation obtained their Tax Exemption from the Federal 
and State in 1954, for Educational purposes, from 1954 to 
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1971, is 17 years, and never in this period of time has this 
foundation given a grant to Blacks, employed a Black, or had 
a Black elected as direct©® or trustee. They do not conduct an 
Election as required by law ; to make sure no Blacks votes. 

William v. Rhodes 393 U.s. 23 ( 1968 ). 42 U.S.C 1973, has not 
been complied with, U.S. County Board of Election of Monooe 
County, New York 248 F. Supp 316, appeal dismissed 383 U.S. 

575., Gray vs. Main 29 ! F. Supp 998 ( 1968 ). Lubin vs Leonard 
r’anish Registrar Record, County of Los Andeles 42 L. W. 4435, 

March 1974. 

FERGUSON FOUNDATION, INC. : 

Petitioner submitted Exhibit & 1, to this foundation, and 
plaintiff did not receive a response, after wait considerable 
length of time, telephone Mr. Ferguson, that his foundation 
onlj gives their money to their church, checking their Annual 
Report found this statement to be false, Mr. Ferguson futher 
informed me that the founAion officers were his wife and son 
and himself, and they to were also officers of the Ferguson 
Construction Corporation. This corporation has been in existing 
over 25 years, and has never had a Elack employee. The foundation 
has never given a grant to a Black, and will only allow 
members of their family as directors of the foundation, and will 
not conduct an election as required by the 15 th Amendment to 
United States Constitution. Mr. Ferguson informed me that 
their foundation did not give grants in the area I lived ir. 
meaning Black area. I was rejected because I was Black. 

See: 3077, 1.503, 3078.03 (5) and 101 of the 1969 Tax Reform 
Act. Denial Exemption for Prohibition transaction "members of 
the family are described in the section as Disqualified persons 
(c) "Family, included brother and sisters, whether be whole or 
half blood, spouse, ancestoral lineal descendants, Wilful 
violation Apenalty equal of 130$ of the initial and additional 
taxes is imposed on the disqualified person, foundation Manager. 

The Directors of the foundation Mr. & Mrs Ferguson and their Son 
Jr., are officers of the Ferguson Construction Firm and the 

Ferguson Foundation, al/involution of I. R. C., Turner vs 
fouche 396 U.S 3^ (1970), Shapiro vs. Thompson 39^ U.S. 6 l 8 . 
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Educational Equality League vs. Tate 472 F.?d 612, Huey vs. 
Barlogo 277 F. Supp 864. Jackson vs. The Statler Foundation 
42 L. W. 253^ (CA-2) U/ 5 / 7 U. This foundation is exempted for 
Religious and Educational activities. 

JOSEPHINE GOODYEAR FOUNDATION : 

That Petitioner submitted Exhibit S 1, to this fonndation, and 
Plaintiff was rejected because of his race, and because Plaintiff 

is a Male. 

That on Janusry 6 , 1972, E. W, Dann Stevens, filed an 

affidavit in U. S. District Court fo Western New York, Docket 
No 1971-592, Paragraph 5 of hi 3 affidavit, he stated first he 
was an officer of the foundation 

"THAT THE JOSEPHINE GOODYEAR FOUNDATION HAS OPERATED AS A 
PRIVATE FOUNDATION SINCE JANUARY 9 , 1956, AT WHICH TIME IT 
CHANGED ITS NAME FROM JOSEPHINE GOODYEAR CONVALASCENT HOME 
TO ITS PRESENT NAME, JOSEPHINE GOODYEAR FOUNDATION, SINCE 
THAT DAT 17 , TIF FOUNDATION HAS OPERATED AS A PRIVATE 
FOUNDATION WITH ITS BASIC PURPOSE AS DESCRIBED IN ITS 
BY-LAWS AS FOLLOWS: 


TO PROMOTE AND BENEFIT THE HEALTH, EDUCATION, CARE, 
CONVALESCENCE AND WELFARE OF WOMEN AND CHILDREN 
INDIVIDUALLY, IN FAMILIES OR IN GROUPS IN THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK OR ELSWHERE IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BY 
CONTRIBUTIONS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND ALSO TO PROMOTE 
• -AND BENEFIT SUCH CORPORATIONS AS MAY BE OPERATING IN 
WHOLE OR IN PART FOR THE HEALTH, EDUCATION, CARE, 
CONVALESCENCE AND WELFARE OF WOMEN AND CHILDREN WITHIN 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK, OR ELSEWHERE IN THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA." 

Fir3t the Internal Revenue, had no Right to grant this foundation 
a Tax Exemption Status, based on their own by - lavs. 4945 Sect, 
bars individual grants of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

It also violates Article XDC of United States Constitution. 

This foundation by-laws bars giving a grant to an organization 
that ha3 a Male, especially a Black Male. The officers of the 

Josephine Goodyear Foundation, entered into a conspiracy to deprive 
Petitioner rights and equal opportunity to obtain benefits f/^C 
their Tax Exemption Status from Federal Government and the State 
of New York on equal basis as whites and as women, this is a 
conspiracy under color of State Law. The Court held in Jackson 
v. The Statler Foundation, 42 L.W. 2538, Grant of Tax Exemption, 
was State Action. See Huey vs. Barloga 277 F. Supp B64, 
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Educational Equality League vs. Tate 472 F2d 612. The letters 
nailed to this foundation plus Exhibit § 1 that waa hand carried 
to the office, the officers and directors refused to respond . 

See: Slate vs. McFetridge 42 L. W. 21 56 (9/30/73) " 

I then telephone their office and was informed that, I was not 
elgitole being in the area I lived meaning being Black, and 
that they did not invest in Black business, they only invested 
iniisted securities, gee, Shapiro vs. Thompson 394 U.3 6 l 8 . 

Turner vs Fouche 396 U.S 346 (1970). 

E. W. Dann Stevens, affidavit continued by stating that the 
Josephine Goodyear Foundation, has 10 Directors, eight ( 8 ) 
are relatived to the founding Goodyear family and the other 
primarily selected as beAng a banker and an Attorney. 

. There is realitevely little turnover in the Board of 

Directors most of whom are elected to succed themselves and the 
last three replacements have come from within the Goodyear family. 
This violates 3077, 1.503. 3078.03 (5) and 101 of I.R.C. 

Members of the family are disqualified persons, this also 
violates Article XXII of United States Constitution, 
petitioner was denied the right to vote and hold office in this 
Tax Exempt Foundation, because of my Color and being poor. 

See William v. Rhodes 393 U.S.23 ( 1968 ), the foundation elections 
proceuure has not been approved in advance as required by 
42 U.3.C 1973, U.S vs. County Bd of Elections of Monore County, 

New York 248 f. Supp 31$, Gray vs Main 291 F. Supp 99*3, 

Lubin vs. Leonard Danish Registrar Recorder, County of Los 
Angeles 42 L.W. 4435 March 1974., Wigoda vs. Cousins 302 N.E 
2d 6l4, Reynolds vs. Sims 377 U.S 533, $62, Educational 
League vs. Tate 472 F.2d 612, Whatley vs. Clark 482 F. 2d 1230, 
Jennings vs. Davis 476 F. 2d 1271, Shakeman vs. Democratic 
Organisation 435 f. 2d 267 . 

JULIA R, AND ESTELLE L. FOUNDATION. INC.: 

Petitioner submitted numerous letter to this foundation. Petitioner, 
submitted Exhibit § 1, to this foundation also, and never 
received a response. See Slate vs. McFetridge 4? L. W, 2156. 

Thi 3 foundation rejected ray request to be a director or trustee 
scholarships for my children, and funds for minority business 
because its their policy to discriminate against Blacks. 
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In 40 year period this foundation Annual Repxfcrt shows they 
made three grants to blacks. Theydid give to some hospitals. 

they have never conducted an election as required by law, 

they denied Petitioner the right to vote and hold office 

because he is poor and Black, to be an candidate for office 

in this foundation, you must be an officer of the Trico 

Corporation, be wealth and white. See Welfare Rights Organization 
vs. Shults 4? L.V.2361, Turner vs. Fouche 396 U.S 346, 

Shapiro vs. Thompson 394 u.S 6lR. Educational Equality 
League vs. Tate 472 F. 2d 612, Huey vs. Barloga 277 F. Supp. 

B64. William vs. Rhodes 393 U.S 23. This foundation election 
procedure has not been approved as required by 42 U.S.C 1973- 

THE MARGARET L. WENDT FOUNDATION : 

Petitioner submitted .lumber of letters to this foundation 
without receiving any reply. Petitioner submitted Exhibit fl, 
uo this foundation, and did not receive a reply. To one 
of my letters I did receive a reply informing me I was not 
qualified, and they had no funds. 1 telephone the foundatton 
and was told that they did not give grants in the area I lived 
or words to that effect. I was rejected because of my color. 
Ralph V. Loew, on February 3, 1972, submitted an affidavit, 

U. S, District Court for VEstem N. Y. stating he was one of 
the original Trustees of The Margaret L. Wendt Foundation, and 
that, the foundation was created by a certain Trust Indenture 
dated the 20th of February 1956, he further stated that the 
foundation is not an "OPERATING FOUNDATION", According to the 
1969 Tax Reform. Act a foundation is is not operating is suppose 
to surrender their Tax Exemption Status during that period, 
which this foundation has not done so. Ralph W. Loew 

affidavit continues by listing the donor the foundation has 
donated to from 1956 to present day, he admits they have never 
^iven one grant to Blacks. He continues by say*"$hat the reason 
no grants has been made to Blacks, that no Blacks has applied 
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attached to the same moving papers was an affidavit from 
Robert J, KRESSE, who admits receiving some of the letters and 1 
answering one letter, he so stated in his affidavit. While 
still added to the same Motion papers waa an affidavit of Thomas 
D. Lunt, who recalls talking to Petitioner. It is evident 
when a request is received from a Black person, there is 
individual action to reject the request. When request comes 
from whites the entire Board of Directors considers it. 

This system violates Section U 9 U 5 (g) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

Memorandum submitted by Attorney for Defendant Margaret L. 

Wendt Foundation and filed in U. 3. District Court for the 
Western New York Civil No 1971-592, dated March 2, 1972, 

stated under terms of the Trust Indenture the original Trustees 
are to serve until their death, resignation or inability. 

This would be legal providing they did not obtain a Tax Exemption 

Status. They have now obtained a Tax Exemption, and therefore 

since the Trustees are not correctly stated the Supreme Court 
vould have jurisdiction to appoint Trustees of this Foundation. 

See Kingsbury vs Brandegee 100 N. Y.S 353 

"There the trustee is not indicate with sufficient 
certainty or correctness the Supreme Court has power 
to name a Trustee." 

See Application of Botjer 202 N.Y.S.2d 323. 

A. grant of Tax Exemption is State Action, and those holding such 
Exemptions, must obey Constitutional provisions. This foundation 
has not conducted an election as required by law, and has denied 
the right to vote and hold office, because Plaintiff is Black. 

See Jackson v. The Statler Foundation 42 L. W.2538, William v. 

Rhodes 393 U. S. 23, NAACP v. Button 371 U.S 415, 1964 Civil . 

Rights Act, 1965 Voting Rights Act, 42 U,S,C 1971, Shakeman vs. 

Democratic Organization 435 F. 2d 267 , United Ossing Party vs. 

Hayduk 357 F. Supp 962 . Turner vs Fouche 396 U.S. 346, 
Educational Equality League vs. Tate 47? F.2d 612, Ruey vs. 
3 arioga 277 F. Supp 864, 42 U.S.C 1973. 
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THE FARNY R. AND GRACE K. WURLITZER. INC.: 

Plaintiff submitted numerous letters to this foundation for 
funds for various purposes and neither letter was ever replied 
'•"O. Plaintiff submitted Exhibit § 1, to this foundation, 
receiving no response, then telephone the foundation, and was 
informed that Petitioner lived in the area that they did not 
give grants to or words to chat effect, in other words they did 

not give grants tc the Elack community. Morris C. Bristol, 

swore to an affidavit on 19 day of JANUARY 1972, and file sarw 
in U. S. District Court for Western N. Y., stating he was 

Secretary of the foundation, and the foundation was established 

for Religious, Charitable, Scientific and Educations], purposes. 

Paragraph 4 of his affidavit he states "THE FOUNDATION ITSELF 
CONDUCTS NO CHARITABLE WORKS." The Secretray admits., the 

foundation does no charitable work, and therefore should not 
have a Tax Exemption status my the Secretary affidavit. This 
foundation has never given a Grant to a Black person. The rejection 
of Plaintiff application for scholarship for my children, employment 
and funds for minority business, was rejected because its not 
the foundations policy to help blacks on equal basis as they 
do whites. This foudation, deprive Petitioner the right to 

vote and hold office. SEE: ^9^5 (g) of IRC., Educational 
Equality League vs. Tate 472 F2d 612, Huey v. Barloga 277 F. 

Supp 864, Turner v. Fouche 3^6 U.S j46, Bittker and Kaufman, 

Taxes and Civil Rights Constitutionalizing The Internal Revenue 
Code 82 L.J. 51. 87 (1972), Jackson vs. Statler Foundation 
42 I. V. 2538, William vs. Rhodes 393 U.S. 23, NAACP vs Button 
371 U.S kl5* 1964 Civil Rights Act, I 965 Voting Rights Act. 

This foundation has never invested any of their assets in Bla^k 
businesses. This foundation, discriminated against Petitioner, 

for its their policy to discriminate against, blacks, in voting 
employment, grant making. 
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FRED L. EMERSON FOUNDATION. INC; 

Petitioner submitted numerous of letters to this foundation, 

without any reply. Petitioner submitted Exhibit % 1, to 
this foundation. Petitioner then telephoned the Foundation 
Manager a total of 4 different times after the foundation 
manager learned that I was Black, I would be told I was not 
elgible for coniideration or words to that effect. A careful 

investigation of the foundation Annual Reports, reveals that 

not once in the 39 years this foundation has had a Tax Exemption, 
hdse they ever given a grant to a Black Organization. 

Only relatives of the Emerson family or Wealthy White people 

are given consideration for directorship. This foundation dined 

petitioner the right to vote and hold office because of his 
not oeing wealthy and being Black. 

See; Educational Equality League vs. Tate 472 F. 2d 612, Slate 
/s. McFetridge *4-2 L. W 2156, Huey v. Barloga 277 F. 3UFP. 364, 
Clark vs. Bethlehem Steel Corp 342 F. Supp 977, Turner vs. 

Fouche 39^ U.S 346, Gor'ales vs. Fairfax Erewester, Inc 42 L.V. 
2077, William vs Rhodes 393 U.S. 23. 

JUDGE WILLIAM J. REGAN : 

Judge Regan, Surrogate Judge, uses political consideration in 
appointments of Trustees to the Statler Foundation, Judge Regan, 

does not have the authority to appoint Life Time Directors or 
Trustees. Only the New York State Legislature has the Authority 
to make a life time Trustee. Judge Regan, has no legal authority 
over the Statler Foundation. The Statler Indenture states that 
the Trustees could obtain a Tax Exemption Status, they did obtain 
a Tax Exemption Status See; Application of Botjer 202 N.Y.3. 2d 

323, In re Martin Foundation, Inc., 343 N.Y.2d 54*3, 

James Estate, 22 Misc 2d 1062. The authority for appointing 

Trustees, rest with the Erie County Supreme Court. All of 
the present Trustees are illegally appointed, and must be 
removed from office. The Statler Indenture provides for 5 
Trustees, and these 5 can conduct their own elections, or 
election can be held when the number drops to 4, only when 
an emergency arrived and the number is less than 3 does the Court 




•<»; -rpointr--n~. '"bile Attorney Peter Crctty, was 

.'"'.alrnTin 0 c t,h? Democrat*c Party, he jv-ve Judge Thomss 
t'cDorHid, th- s position of Gurrogste Court, Judge McDonald, 

the*-, eppotr.trd Attorney Clotty, t.n the Li' p ‘ Tine Trustee of 
ft .■ *f atlcr Found at i on at, an annual sultry o*' $30, .lot per 
year. * 'a? ter Mr-hrn*»y, had Judge Regan, appointed to the 
J j' : 2 " ' r the curroga 1 ■», nnd in return. Judge Regan appointed 
"alter "uhoney brother Attorn:y " Ilia. ?. Mahoney, as Life 
T 'tee of the Ft abler Foundation, at a life tine annual 
salary : r ‘ *‘ 5; ),00 0 ear year, fee; "hake-sen vs. Democratc 
Cr atien L3?F. Fel ?£v, Educational League vs. Tat." h72 
ego ^C "’timer -a. Fouohe a of ut. 3^^ • 

"na : ^oi, no re I ror suoervisor rowers over Charitable Trusts 

D 'i:-t v. ST- t>2d 13')e. 

r or?*5 srbcr.er o' "’rotation and Finance, ctate of Kev York and 
ghe ■.ttaroey gener-l of The 'State of Jew York and United States 
'evs tr: j of Tma 'Ury, . of used to perforr. their legal responsible 
•v.,..r...- e +v, e *nx exe rtion of foundations that practice racial 
i’scsi: in.-tior.. 
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^TUCID ATTCN, HARRY DECT FAMILY FOUNDATION, F5RGU30N 
JOGFPH INF GOODYEAR FOUNDATION, JULIA R AND EETELLE 
THE -ARNY R AND GRACE K. JURLITZER, INC., FRED L. 1 
FOUNDATION', INC, THE MARGARET L, V.’ENDT FOUNDATION, 


(SMER30N 


"Oiat each of there 1? Defendant Tax Exempt Foundations, conspired 
^nd.lv:dually and among themselves directors or trustees, to 
deprive Petitioner his right to vote and hold office in these 
'’■'uncations by each o r the officer:;, directors or trustees 
pr<ve*.oly selecting RICH "HITE OR WHITE HOLDING 3IG PAYING 
PROF’.f"TONAL POSITION 1, as directors, trustees or officers 
-/ •-’rust O" •'oundntions. All of the Foundations have Tax 
"ze'on statu ; from the Federal Government and the Gtste of 
•■ay v cr v, qnd they discriminate against petitioner because 

•V 

r et!tlon rt r is flack and poor. This*wealth discrimination, 

—y,a. • » gr De^-vlant.-, voting procedure has not been approved as 

required by Voting Rights Act of 19^5 (?) as amend h? U.S.C.A 



These defendants no not send out, notice, of nominations 
or evictions of Directors, Trustees or officers, which 
di scrim instea against Petit loner and deprives Petitioner 
the right to vote and he n candidate. The private 
discriminatory method used by these defendants Is to assure 
members of families o r control and officers of Corporations 
that .rue large donat'oBs control o' Private foundations, 

who are listed as disqualified persons, lee 3077, I.503, 

307^'.03 and 101 of The Internal Revenue Code. 

United Dosing Party v. Hayduk 357 F. Cupp ?6f (I97I) 

Vil.Vans vs. Rhodes 393 u.r> ?3 (1968), 

Brandenburg vs. Ohio 395 it. 3. UUU (I969) 

The only members who become appointed Trustees or Directors, 
wealthy people of Middle class Whites holding good paying 
professional positions. This is wealth discrimination 
prarhc- by these Tax Exempt foundations, with a Tax exemption 

'ro-. the Federal Government and Tax Exemption from state of 

**«V 

Dee; r;:.AC? vs. Button 371 tj, 3. U15 (3063) 

7ea>s u 3 . U. 3. 3^7 U. ,. 203 (I96I) 
i-tes vs. U.f 35** U. • ?9 P 

Keyshian vs Board of Regents 3 n 5 U. 3. 589 (1967) 

Reynolds vs. Sims 377 U. S. 3?3 (19<>U) 

Tax -'xemptioii, Speiser vs. Randall 357 U. 3. 513 
.sherry vs. "aiders 376 U. 3 17 ( 

Luhin 1 County of Tos Angeles Up L. V UU35 (-97-4) 

DCiieu ,‘r vs. Rhodes U2 L. W U 5 U 3 (I97U) 

1 Her. v State Board of Election 393 U. D. 5UU (1969) 

Kut-'I' Jr., vs pent ikes UP i.y, U963 (-973) 

Poindexter vs Louisiana Education Corns'*j for Needy Children 
£5° E. lupp 159 (E.E.na I966) Affid men 393 U.S. 17 (I96B) 
shelly -s. Kramer 33U U. 3. 1 (I9U7) 

Marsh v- CP a to of Alabama 326 vs. 591 

U.C. v- County 3d of Election 3^3 U. 3. 575 (1966) 

PennsylbnnLa vs 3oard of Trust 353 U. .3. 239 (1957) 

Freedman v 1. Varylfuiu 380 U. S. 51 (19^5) 

U. 3. vs County Bd of Flection of Monore County, N. Y. ?U8 F. 
Cupp 31n, Appeal dismissed 86 g, ct 1077, 

Miller vs The Ed of Education of Gadsden, Ala 482 ?, 2d Bupp 

123U (1973). 

Yanito vs Barter 3U8 F. 3upp 587 (1972) 

Gonzales vs Fairfax Br^wester, Inc U2 L.V. 2077 7/27^ 7 3 

Vigoda V3 Cousin 3 n 2 M.E. 2d 6lU (1973) 

Tru't ccll“ge vs ’/one Construction Co 3? I.. V. 233? 

King laborers UU3 t?<M ?73, 26 TJ.S.C # 179, U2 UGC 1971. 
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:c- ':c'. r r ‘ho 1? 7ax Zxerr.pt Dv r e’'’da:'.t ‘'our.daticr r- 

■:i -c -•i.rrirated against .t. it loner in grant.: and employment, 
and have deprived Pet_tioner the right to Vote and hold 
Office, because the illegal method used by these foundations, 
has not been approved as required by lav, whereby they select 
White people who are wealthy, or White people who are Middle 
Class holding professional positions, relatives of the family 
or Corporations that have given large grants. That each 
officer conspire individually and with other officers of their 
foundation to deprive Petitioner duo process of the law and 
Equal Protection of the Law. The Surrogate Court does not 
have the authority to appoint life time Trustees of the Statler 
Foundation, or does it have any legal right to have any control 
over the Statler foundation, the proper authority is Erie 
County Supreme Court. All trustees of the Statler Foundation have 
been illegal appointed and must be removed to protect the Trust. 
The MARGARET L. WENDT FOUNDATION, is suppose to be under the 
direct supervision of the Erie County Supreme Court, to appoint 
all Directors. 

That this Court revoke each of these 12 Tax Exemption Status 
from the Federal Government and Tax Exemption from the State of 
New York, of each of the 12 Defendant foundations. Order each 
of the Defendants pay petitioner damages in the amount of 
$500,000 with intrest from 1971. Ordering Commissioner of 
Taxation and Finance, State of New York and United States 
Secretary of Treasury, to take appropriate action which the 
law provides in such cases. Ordering Attorney General, State 
of New York, to bring suit against each individual Director 
or Trustee of these 12 Foundations, requiring them to re-pay 
funds used in this lawsuit to maintain racial discrimination 
and depriving the right to vote all which violates Federal 
and State laws. 
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In the alternative of revoking the 12 Defendants Tax 
Exemption Status. Ordering all officers of these foundations 
election being Null and Void, or appointments being Null and 
void, lace the 12 foundations under the administration of 
the Court, and appoint an administrator, to supervise 
nominations and election of officers. Directors and Trustees, 
and as to those being appointed, to consider applicants without 
regards to rac^, wealth or position. All present officers of 
these Trust or Foundations, be declared as being un-qualified 
to stand for election for 5 year period. 

One Note that has not been mentioned, the fact that United 
States Attorney appeared in District Court and claimed he had 
not been served or U. 5. had not been served. The transmittal 
sheet from United States District Court of the District of 
Columbia, second item from the top clearly states U. 5. Atty 
served 3-29-?U, plus I have all of the United States Marshall's 
Returns, showing United States Government was served in thi3 
lawsuit. The file that was returned from U. 3. District Court 
for the District of Columbia, to U.S. Court Western District 
of New York, is missing Marshall's returns for U.S. Secretary 
of Treasury. I was mailed copies of service from U. S. 
Marshall's Office, and have such copies in ray file showing all 
Defendants in this lawsuit were served, with the exception of 
THE 3AIRD FOUNDATION, which I stated on page 7 this appeal was 


not against 
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' LORD MY GOD IN THEE DO I PUD MY TRUST: 

3AVE MS FROM ALL THEM THAT PERSECUTE ME, 

AND DELIVER ME: 

LEST HE TEAR MY SOUL LIKE A LION, RENDING IT 
IN PIECES, WHILE THERE 13 NONE TO DELIVER. 

0 LORD MY GOD, IF I HAVE DONE THIS; IF 
THERE BE INIQUITY IN ICY HANDS; 

IF I HAVE REWARDED EVIL UNTO HIM THAT WAS 
AT PEACE WITH ME; (yea, I have delivered him 
chat, without cause is mine enemy:) 

Let the enemy persecute my soul, and 
take it; LET HIM TREAD DOWN MY LIFE UPON 
THE EARTH, AND LAY MINE HONOUR IN THE DUST. 
SE’-LAH. 

ARISE, 0 LORD, IN THINE ANGER, LIFT UP THYSELF 
3ECAU3E OF THE RAGE OF MINE ENEMIES: AND 
AWAKE FOR ICE THE JUDGMENT THAT THOU HAST 
COMMANDED. 

.30 SHALL THE CONGREGATION OF THE PEOPLE 
'QMPAS3 THEE ABOUT: FOR THEIR 3AKES THEREFORE 


RETURN 'THOU ON HIGH. 


NOTE: 


THE LORD SHALL JUDGE THE PEOPLE: JUDGE 
ME, 0 LORD, ACCORDING TO MY RIGHTEOUSNESS, 

Aim ACCORDING TO MINE INTEGRITY THAT IS IN ME. 

OH LET THE WICKEDNESS OF THE WICKED COICE 

TO ENDJBUT ESTABLISH THE JUST: FOR THE RIGHTEOUS 

GOD TRIETH THE HEARTS AND REINS. 

ICY DEFENCE IS OF GOD, WHICH SAVETH THE 
UPRIGHT IN HEART. 

GOD JUDGETH THE RIGHTEOUS, AND GOD IS 
ANGRY WITH THE WICKED EVERY DAY. 

IF HE TURN NOT, HE WILL WHET HIS SWORD;HE 
HATH BENT HIS BOW, AND MADE IT READY. 

HE HATH ALSO PREPARED FOR HIM THE INSTRUMENTS OF DEATH; 

HE ORDAIKETH HI3 ARROWS AGAINST TIE PERSECUTORS. 

BEHOLD, HE TRAVAILSTH WITH INIQUITY, AND HATH CONCEIVED 
MISCHIEF, AND BROUGHT FORTH FALSEHOOD. 

HE MADE A PIT AND DIGGED IT, AND IS FALLEN INTO THE 
DITCH WHICH HE MADE. 

HIS MICH IE F SHALL RETURN UPON HIS OWN HEAD, AND HIS VIOLENT 
DEALINGS SHALL COME DOWN UPON HIS OWN PATE. 

I WILL PRAISE THE LORD ACCORDING TO HIS RIGHTEOUSNESS: 

AND WILL SING PRAISE TO THE NAME OF THE LORD MOST HIGH. 


PSALMS 7: 1- 17 

the original lawsuit against these foundations was filed 
in 1971, since this time many big persons as Directors 
or persons having authority to appoint Trustees or 
Directors, have died. r 

Re spent, fully ^utyniyted, ^ 

Donald L. Jackson 


-Rev. 


THU DOr.ID JACKSON POUND . ' 

P. 0. BOX 4°L 
BUFFALO, NJVJ YOU” 

November 4, 1971 


Dc.r ir: 

Our f 'undatl - n la Tax Exempt Eciur . ' v-dat. • • 

This letter is being mailed t r. ;.:t ’ . ur *■ 

in this area rand to many foundati- r s n r a ■■ u r 

I have five sens, owever, four of them r teds a -a... 1 *• 
ship. I am asking you to give my ns n schrlora!i: 
and mail the scholarship directly to the schorl, f r you 
know its very difficult infact it viclf.es the Internal 
Revenue -hales for a member of a f uniat 1 n to give 
hi" v.n children a scholarship, i-ly ] 3 t sen is 
14 1' ivs Id ur.d he is a Sop!., mer at : ir.e F rdge ,ca- 
dc-ry, Pine Forge, Pennsylvania. It* cost about $1,900 
Per .r f r t iltion ar.d Board, however, my son w rka 
in tr. cafeteria and he earn about one third of his 
■is name is Donald L. Jacks n Jr., and you 
have eiv.i .-a r. to make inquiry directly with the 
Du in 'f I ir.e F rge Academy, regarding my 3 m 3 gr u’.f , 
h Is a 'B ' student. The other of ny s >r.s that r. .< d.t 
a scholars ip is Thoaddeus, Mikr.l and Stephen, they 
attend, Em..anuel Temple Seventh Day .,dvonti3 School 
at 300 .dams St., 'uffalo, N. Y. they need all toget 
about $250. scholorship, please send the scholars, up 
directly to the school. 

I am a Negro, I have attended college ar.d have s 
1 - gal training, 1 hav< had experience in being 
Pr< old n‘ f . f- mduti- n and President of Real 
2st i: r • r 1 ■ ration. I would like to bee mo s. 

. irect or f v ur f und.it: n if it i3 a paid posit * r 
or not . I i : my -nderstanding there is not n. 

Tr'-.-te . r Director f a ..'hit t- foundation outsid. • 1 
New Y rk Jiry, and infact, there are only four f-’ :- 
Cat no ir. New York City, that ha 3 Negro director 
I an enclosing a copy of my Resumes, and if there 
audit; : .1 information y u need please feel frt t 
t ■■ ask f r it. 

O'.U’ f undati >r needs to raise $10,00.00 for a sch . • 
a A' nr (gram, ; lus $30,000.00 far TV Bducati mal j>:* • 
-ram, wl.ere wo or. d ice TV shows and give then to 
shut, rs fr ■ of char go. 


.’he va.-t .■ ur.t of funds in each of y >ur troasuroa, 
in the pass n no f these funds have beer, invest'd ir. 
bus. near, .r. the ii r curriinity. V.o ; lan to ostrbP i 
a corn rati ,n t. sell stock in a tyro of business 
that is needed in ur c "-'-.unity. 1 will not go into 

detail it this time, uowevor will end'.. . f the foun- 
dati ns that receivsthis letter agree to invest 3 me 
money in tnis corporation by purchasing s umo st-ck. 

Sincerely yours, 

‘ Rev. Donald L. Jackson 
President. 
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a Y a Ltd ^Jan^is L. Magavern 

fc^°^-' , fl£torney for ( Hon. William J. Regan) 

' '• - "‘ - Erie County Attorney 

Erie county Hall Rece!ved at DEPARTMENT OF LAW 

65 Court Street 
Buffaln^N. Y. 14202 
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7th Floor 
25 Delaware Avenue 
Buffalo, New York 14202 
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Michael F. Collingan p rom j, . 

Assistant Attorney General ' (i 

( Hon Marino A. Procaccino and 
Hon Louis J. Lefkowitz 
I The Capitol on 

Albany, New York 12224 
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John T. Elfvin 

United States Attorney ^. . , 

( Hon. George P. Schultz) AisistarvK" x Attorriey General 
502 United States Courthouse 
Buffalo, New York 14202 


Yours, etc. 
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Rev. Donald L. Jackson 

P. 0. Box 494 
Buffalo, New York 14205 
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'\iUSO_J. \j^ 0 <1 Jghillip, Lytle, Hltchock, Blaine & Huber, Attorneys 

. ) i Jt „ 3£JA ( James H. Cummings Foundation, Inc., The Buffalo 

C.cCAcav Jr^n pQun^a-tion, The Famy and Grace Wurlitzer, Inc. 

X v V\ H ^cdvoA - TW\ 3Uo ° Marlne Midland Center) 
r AiLxL^ Buffalo, New York 14203 
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Attorney William B. Mahoney 
(The Statler Foundation) 
1400 Liberty Bank Building 
Buffalo, New York 14202 


Hodgson, Russ, Andrews, Woods, & Goodyear, Attorneys 
(Ferguson Foundation, & Cameron Baird Foundation) 
1000 One M & T. Plaza 
Buffalo, New York 14202 


Ogden R. Brown, Brown, Kelly, Turner, Hassett, & Leach 
Attorneys (Harry Dent Family Foundation) 

700 Niagara Frontier Building 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

>(. 

<0. OodjUL^crtuO{atCL^E. w - Vann Stevens, Williams Stevens, & McCarville 
n a -v / 1 Attorney (Josephine GOODYEAR Foundation) 

V^-f 'lH -3rC c l'b 1920 Liberty Bank Building 

v_ Buffalo, New York 14202 
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Robert J. Kresse, Hellings, Morey, Kresse & Rickers, 
) Attorneys ( Margaret Wendt Foundation) 
j-5 840 Marine Trust Building 

Buffalo, New York 14203 
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Albert L. Mugel, Jaeckel, Fleishmann, & Mugel, Attorneys 
(Julia R AND Estelle L. Foundation) 

700 Liberty Bank Building 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Donald R. Harter, Wiser, Shaw, Freeman, Van Graafeiland 
Harter & Secrest, Attorneys (Emerson Foundation) 

700 Mid-Tower 

Rochester, New York 14604 
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Attorney Edwin H. Wolf, Falk, Siemer, Glick, Tuppen & 
Maloney Attorneys ( William J. Conners Foundation) 
2200 Erie County Savings Bank Building 
Buffalo, New York 14202 




